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object is to trace the origin and relationship
of the various forms assumed by the paean
in Greek literature and worship. A sum-
mary of the author's results is given in
tabular form on p. 68, in which the various
types of paean are arranged in divergent
series. This leads to the singular result
that the muavurp>s before and after battle
stand at opposite ends of the scale. Dr.
Fairbanks finds the root-meaning of the
word to be a hymn of prayer in sickness or
distress originally addressed to a divinity
Paian (or Paieon), ' the Healer,' who was in
course of time overshadowed by greater
gods, usurpers of the healing function, such
as Asklepios and above all Apollo. He can,
however, scarcely be held to have achieved
any conclusive proof that the god Paean is
prior to the invocation «j TTOJAV, nor does he
add to the number of unsatisfactory guesses
at the etymology of the word. I t still
seems to us the more probable view that the
irauxviKov impprjixa, whose ultimate derivation
is irrecoverably lost, formed the starting
point, and that the divinity (or epithet) was
an abstraction. Dr. Fairbanks, when he
leaves origins behind, discusses the various
acts of religious worship in connection with
which the word iraiAv is used with care and
sound judgment; he seems to be but little
interested in what to scholars in general
must be the most attractive theme—the
literary history of the paean. And yet his
book surely fails to fulfil the promise of its
title through this omission. We miss some
fuller account of the relation between paean,
•dithyramb and hyporcheme, and of those
early poet-musicians, such as Thaletas,
Xenodamus and Xenocritus whose works
the scholars of Alexandrian times found it
so hard to pigeon-hole. I t would have
been interesting to show how the confusion
of paean and dithyramb, to which we find
an allusion in Plat. Legg. 700 D, led to the
desperate makeshifts by which the Alexan-
drian editors of classical texts sought to

differentiate the classes. The doctrine that
the ripwiKr] vTroOforis distinguished the dithy-
ramb—explicitly stated in Plut. Mus. 10—
was clearly held, for instance, by the editor
of Bacchylides, and thus we find the seven-
teenth poem—the ballad of Theseus and the
Ring—classed amongst the biOvpapfioi (Serv.
ad Virg. Aen. vi. 21), although it is a clear
example of the paean, as is proved by the
closing lines, in which the myth breaks into
an invocation of Apollo in the words -jjdeoi
8' iyyvOev veoi iraidvi^av ipara 6m.
Adkie, \6pouri Krjtwf <f>peva lavOtis O7ra£e KT\.
Dr. Fairbanks, as was mentioned above,
makes no allusion to this poem. More space
might also have been given to the ' cretic'
or ' paeonic' metre, which must surely have
had an intimate connection with the re-
ligious paeans of Delphic worship; we
would remind Dr. Fairbanks that the
'paeonic' lines quoted by Aristotle {Rhet. iii.
1409a 14) clearly belong to such ritual
paeans. In return for a fuller treatment of
the literary paean we would gladly sacrifice
the appendix containing the paeans found
in inscriptions, including those recently dis-
covered at Delphi. By the last of these,
which is- addressed to Dionysus, Dr. Fair-
banks might have been reminded (v. 1) that
AiOvpapflos was lacking in his list (p. 8) of
'names of gods that are also names of songs.'
The refrain evol Z Ib Pdi<x' 5 Ic iraidv more-
over well illustrates the KtpavvvvTts 7rai<ovas
SiOvpa/iftoK of Plato (Legg. 700 D, referred to
above). Still, we must express our thanks
to Dr. Fairbanks for the first commentary
in English on the Delphic hymns.

We notice occasional misprints ('Eriphron'
fore' Ariphron' p. 38 and ' Xenodamas' for
'Xenodamos' p. 47), and an awkwardly
expressed statement on p. 7 which would
imply that the famous sculptor of Mende
was called, not Paionios, but either Paion
or Paionaios, it is not clear which.

H. STUART JONES.

DU PONTET'S TEXT OF CAESAR'S GALLIC WAR.

C. Ivli Caesari8 Commentariorum pars prior
qua continentur Libri VII de Betto Gcdlico
cum A. Hirti Supplemento. Recensuit
brevique adnotatione critica instruxit
RENATUS DU PONTET. Oxonii e Typb-
grapheo Clarendoniano. 1900. 2s. 6d.

MR. DU PONTET has the merit of knowing
his own mind. He has been called a con-

servative ; but it would be more accurate to
describe him as a reactionary. In his brief,
but pithy and interesting preface he refers
to the long-standing controversy as to the
comparative merits of the two families of
Caesarian MSS. generally known as a and /3.
Nipperdey, whose authority remained for
many years unchallenged, except by Heller,
regarded ft with contempt, though even he
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was obliged to make use of (i in many pas-
sages. But within the last fifteen years
H. Walther, E. Bichter, Meusel and Kiibler
have vindicated the claims of /?. Mr. Du
Pontet virtually sides with Nipperdey:
' libros conf erentibus,' he says, ' praesertim
quod ad verborum ordinem attinet, vel luce
clarius patet familiam a redolere anti-
quitatem.'

Now all Caesarian scholars admit that it
is impossible to construct a sound text with-
out having recourse to both a and /3. In a
considerable number of passages the MSS.
of the former group are disfigured by
lacunae: in a much larger number they
contain manifest errors, which /3 enables us
to correct. On the other hand, j8, although
it too contains numerous palpable errors,
which are corrected by a, is virtually free
from lacunae. But, setting aside for the
present certain disputed passages, in regard
to which most modern editors have decided
in favour of /?, there are also a large number
in which a and /3 exhibit different readings,
each intrinsically unobjectionable, and in
regard to which it appears extremely diffi-
cult, if not impossible, to arrive at a final
decision. As Walther remarks (Be Caesaris
codicibus interpolatis, p. 2), ' nee mirum quod
multis locis suae voluntati atque arbitrio
inserviverunt editores.' I t is true that,
since the days of Nipperdey, criticism has
made considerable progress, partly owing to
the fact that the readings of j3 are better
known to us than they were to him, and
partly in consequence of the publication of
Meusel's invaluable Lexicon Caesarianum.
Fortunately, too, the great majority of the
passages in which a and (3 differ are of such
a kind that the various readings affect the
sense very slightly or not at all. I t is only
from a linguistic and grammatical point of
view that they are important. Thus again
and again a has iis and f3 his; a posset and
/? possit; while very often the difference is
not in words, but only in the order in which
they are written.

Is there any hope that it will ever be
possible, in regard to the passages in which
editors have been guided simply by indi-
vidual preference, to attain, or even to ap-
proximate to certainty? If so, there are
only two ways in which the object can be
attained,—by an elaborate study of Caesar's
diction, and by definitely settling the ques-
tion whether either of the two families of
MSS. is, on the whole, so superior to the
other as to justify us, on this ground alone,
in accepting its authority.

Meusel tells us, in the preface to his

edition, that, in deciding between different
readings, he has carefully considered which
harmonises with Caesar's consuetude dicendi ;
and there can be no doubt that he, if any
scholar, is qualified to undertake such an
investigation. There are, however, many
cases, especially as regards the order of
words, in which this method appears incon-
clusive. For instance, in B.G., ii. 17, 1,
Mr. Du Pontet reads locum idoneum castris,
and Meusel locum castris idoneum : v. 9, 1>
vii. 35, 5 support the latter, while in i, 49,
1, vi. 10, 2, we find castris idoneum locum.
In i. 26, 1, we have diu atque acriter pugna-
tum est; in iii. 21, 1, pugnatvm est diu atque
acriter, with no appreciable difference of
meaning. In iv. 13, 4, and vii. 43, 2, no
study of Caesar's consuetudo dicendi will
enable us (see Lex. Goes., ii. 1298) to decide
between sui purgandi (causa) and purgandi
sui.

Kiibler, remarking that Orosius, in the
early part of the fifth century, used a copy
belonging to the /? group, argues that we
have 'in recensione fi veterem vulgatum,
multis sane locis corruptum textum, in re-
censione a novum quemdam, a grammaticis
illis (Lupicinus and Celsus), doctis certe et
prudentibus purgatum ac perpolitum.' On
the other hand, he maintains that the errors
in j8 have arisen ' neglegentia librariorum,
numquam interpolatorum fraude.' Finally,
he tells us that, if he has not always fol-
lowed /3 in doubtful passages, it is partly
because he is convinced that Lupicinus and
Celsus did not rely solely on their own skill
as emendators, but also had recourse to old
MSS. To which Mr. Du Pontet not un-
naturally retorts that there could not be a
stronger argument in favour of a.

Now I confess that, after a careful exam-
ination of those passages in which a and /?
differ, I am convinced that where, by common
consent, o is wrong and y3 right, the errors
in a are nearly always due simply to care-
lessness on the part of the scribe. And it
seems to me not less evident that in a con-
siderable number of passages in which /3 is
admitted to be in fault, the error is due to
deliberate emendation. I have not space to
enlarge upon these points, but would refer
to the lists of passages on pp. 5—6, 14—16
of Walther's Programm.1

On the whole, then, it appears to me that,
in those doubtful passages on which Caesar's
consuetudo dicendi does not appear to throw
light, there is a probability that a has
generally preserved the true reading. With

1 I do not, however, think that all the passages
which Walther quotas bear out his contention.
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this qualification I am disposed to agree
with Mr. Du Pontet. I will now proceed to
indicate certain passages in which I think
that he would have done well to have re-
course to /?.

In i. 40, 5, he reads (factum etiam nuper
in Italia servili tumultu, quos tamen aliquid
usus ac disciplina) quae (a nobis accepissent
sublevarent). For quae fi has quam, which
seems preferable. Cf. C. Schneider, i. 87,
and Lex. Caes., ii. 1473.—i. 41, 3. Walther
(pp. 16—17) gives a good reason for prefer-
ring neque (umquam) to nee.—i. 53, 6. Videbat.
is to be preferred to viderat, which is weak
and pointless.—ii. 4, 7. Summam totius belli
should be read instead of (suam,) totius belli
summam, because (Lex. Goes., ii. 71, 2046),
summa, when used with belli and imperil,
invariably precedes the genitive.—ii. 34.
(In) deditionem (potestatemque populi
Romani) should be rejected in favour of
dicionem, because, as "Walther (p. 19) points
out, when words are closely connected by
que, the genitive, if there is one, refers to
them both.—In iii. 17, 2 (and various other
passages) eis, as Walther (p. 19) remarks,
ought surely to be his. The confusion is,
of course, very common.—iii. 19, 5. Caesar
certior factus. Here a omits est, which /?
supplies ; and such an ellipsis occurs nowhere
else in the Commentaries.—v. 1, 2. (Ad
onera,) ad (multitudinem) is surely wrong:
for the second ad fi has ac.—v. 8, 6. I find
it difficult to believe that Caesar wrote
(magnae manus. . . . multitudine navium
perterritae, quae cum annotinis privatisqne
quas) sui quisque com/modi (fecerat). Such
a construction, often as it occurs in Tacitus,
is found nowhere else in Caesar. I believe
that svi quisque commodi causa,1 which is
supported by Lex. Caes., i. 487—90, is the
right reading.—v. 11,4. Mr. Du Pontet is,
I believe, alone in reading (Labieno scribit
ut quam plurimas) posset (. . . . naves insti-
tuat), instead of possit.—v. 15, 1, Equites
. . . . in itinere conflixerunt, tamen ut nostri
. . . . superiores fuerint. Ita, which ;8 sup-
plies, is, as C. Schneider shows (ii. 71), re-
quired before tamen.—v. 29, 7. I believe
that Mr. Du Pontet is alone in reading si
praesens periculum non instead of si non
praesens periculum. The emphasis falls, not
upon non but upon praesens.—Postera die,
which Mr. Du Pontet reads in v. 49, 5,
ought certainly to be postero die, as anyone
may convince himself by studying Lex.
Caes., i. 891—904, and especially pp. 897—
8.—vii. 35, 1. (Cum uterque) utrique esset

1 The order in f),—sui commodi quisque causa,—is
evidently wrong.

exercitui (in conspectu, fereque e regione
castris castra poneret) is, I am convinced,
preferable to utrimque exisset exerdtus.—vii.
45, 7. A consideration of the circumstances
of the case will lead us to prefer the reading
of /}, (Vacua castra hostium Caesar con-
spicatus, tectis insignibus suorum. . . . raros
milites) ne (ex oppido animadverterentur ex
maioribus castris in minora traducit) to qui;
for obviously Caesar's object was to prevent
his soldiers from being noticed.—vii. 75, 1.
In spite of Nipperdey's arguments, it is hard
to believe that Caesar wrote (non omnes. . .
convocandos statuunt sed cerium numerum
cuique) ex civitate (imperandum). Surely
we should read civitati.—vii. 78, 2. Mr. Du
Pontet reads (illo tamen) tempore (potius"
utendum consilio). I am convinced that
tempore is an interpolation. Cf. Walther,
p. 15.

Let me now call attention to a few
passages in which there is no question of
any difference between a and p.—iii. 21, 1.
I have no doubt that for tamen we should
read tandem (confecti vulneribus hostes terga
vertere), even though tandem is found only
in one inferior MS. This I infer from the
context and from Lex. Caes., ii. 2114—5.—
iv. 20, 4. (Itaque vocatis ad se undique mer-
catoribus. . . . neque qui essent ad) maiorum
(navium multitudinem idonei portus reperire
poterat etc.). A moment's reflection on the
circumstances of the case will show that we
ought to read maiorem, even though there is
no better authority for it than E. Caesar
was not anxious to find out what harbours
would accommodate a flotilla of large ships,
but what harbours would accommodate a
large flotilla. The ships were not large:
their draught was so small that when they
were aground, the men could jump overboard
and wade ashore (iv. 24—5).—v. 49, 1. Is
it credible that Caesar wrote (Galli. . . . ad
Caesarem cum omnibus copiis contendunt.)
Haec erant armatae (circiter milia LX.) t
Whether he wrote hae, which is found in
<f>ir (I use Meusel's symbols), and armatae,
which is found in all the MSS., or haec and
armata (Nipperdey's conjecture), I will not
attempt to decide.—In vii. 11, 2, I believe
that Mr. Du Pontet has adopted an un-
natural punctuation. He reads Ea qui con-
ficeret C. Trebonium legatum relinquit, ipse
ut quam primum iter faceret. Cenabum
Camutum proficiscitur; qui turn primum
etc. What could be more abrupt ? Why
not read with Meusel what the obvious sense
dictates,—Ea qui. . . . relinquit. Ipse, ut
quam, primum iter faceret (or conficeret),
Cenabum Carnutum proficiscitur etc. 1—vii.
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24,1. aggerem latum pedes CCCXXX., altum
pedes LXXX. exstruxerunt. Mr. Du Pontet
unnecessarily obelises latum; and he would
not have proposed to substitute latum for
altum, if he had understood the conditions
which made it necessary to have a very
wide and (in front) very high agger at
Avaricum.

Regarding proper names I shall say very
little, having dealt fully with the subject in
another place. I am inclined to think that,
in one or two cases, Mr. Du Pontet has been
more anxious to give the true Latin form of
Celtic names than to ascertain what Caesar
wrote.1 For instance, in view of the con-
sensus of the MSS., he would, I think, have
done well to write Haedui rather than Aedui.
Moreover, as Diviciacus,—the form generally
found in a,—is attested by the coins, it
would have been well to adopt it in prefer-
ence to Divitiacus.2 I hold, with C
Schneider and Meusel, for reasons which I
have given elsewhere, that, in i. 31, 12, we
should read, not Admagetobrigae, but ad
Magetobrigam. In v. 20, 1, it is not easy
to decide between Trinobantes, which Mr.
Du Pontet adopts, and Trinovantes: but
Professor Rhys (Celtic Britain, 1884, p.
310) argues, rightly I believe, in favour of
the latter. Again, in v. 24, 3, it is hard to
say whether Belgio or Belgis is right; but
the occurrence of the former in v. 25, 4,
combined with various reasons which I have
given in Caesar's Conquest of Gaul, pp.
385-7, lead me to prefer it.

On other questions of orthography I have
no room to do more than refer generally to
Meusel's Lexicon Caesarianum and to
Kiibler's edition, pp. cxxi.—cxxx.

Mr. Du Pontet has shown his good sense
by generally refusing to admit conjectural
readings into his text without absolute
necessity. Comparatively few of the
passages in the Gallic War which it has been
sought to amend really require emendation;
and, for obvious reasons, the most skilful
and ingenious emendator who goes to work
upon the Commentaries can rarely hope to
attain the certain, or morally certain, results
that have rewarded the diligence of the best

1 On this question the remarks of Kiibler (pp.
cxx.-cxxi.) are worth reading.

2 I have myself, like Mr. Du Pontet, adopted the
form Divitiacus, and also Aduatuci and Adnatuca,
instead of Atuatuei and Atuatuca : but, as I was not
editing the Commentaries, I took these liberties, and
in various other instances adopted the familiar
instead of the correct forms of proper names, for a
reason which I have explained on pp. 811-812 of
Caesar's Conquest of Gaul*

NO. CXXXI. VOL. XV.

scholars who have restored the text of, let
us say, Plautus.3—In vii. 14, 5, Mr. Du
Pontet adopts Madvig's simple, obvious, and
almost convincing emendation, ab via, for
aboia or a boia.—In vii. 35, 4, all critics
agree that captis (quibusdam cohortibus) is
nonsense. Between thirty and forty con-
jectures have been offered ; in an exhaustive
examination of the passage I have argued
that only one of them, that of Wendel, carptis
(quibusdam cohortibus), meets the case.
Mr. Du Pontet, however, reads apertis (qui-
busdam cohortibus), which he attributes to
Deiter: but what Deiter really wrote was
ita apertis, etc. I may here remark that
Mr. Du Pontet's brevis adnotatio critica
appears to me rather too short. Readings
from fl are very often given silently ; and
this, in an edition in which the superiority
of o is so emphatically insisted upon, is apt
to mislead. I mention this because so many
readings from /J are given in the adnotatio
that it is hard to understand on what prin-
ciple others, equally important, have been
omitted. To take one noteworthy instance,
the reading paene in eo (vii. 21, 3) is left
unrecorded.—In vii. 84, 1, Mr. Du Pontet
is, I believe, mistaken in substituting cratis,
the conjecture of Ursinus, for castris, the
reading of a, and a castris, that of ft. This
point I have discussed on pp. 793-4 of my
own book. But what surprises me is that
M . Du Pontet, while adopting the con-
jectures which I have noted, rejects, alone
among all the modern editors whom I have
ever heard of, one of the very few abso-
lutely certain emendations which are to be
found in Meusel's Tabula Coniecturarum,
and even omits to record it in his adnotatio
critica. I refer to Nicasius's emendation,—
praeerat for praeerant in i. 16, 5. I t is true
that M. Robert Mowat endeavoured, some
years ago, to deduce from a coin of the
Lexovii the conclusion that the MS. reading
was correct: but his interpretation of the
legend on the coin was demolished by MM.
P. Ch. Robert, E. Ernault and other numis-
matists; and on pp. 517-9 of Caesar't
Conquest of Gaul I have proved that only
one Vergobret held office in each year, and
that the true reading is praeerat.

T. RICE HOLMES.

3 As some ef my German reviewers, for whose
informing and helpful criticisms of my own book I
am not less grateful than for the favourable opinions
which they have so generously expressed, have taken
me to task for what I wrote on p. xviii. about
conjectural emendation, I may be allowed to point
out that ray remarks were directed not against the
use but against the abuse of conjecture.


